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REPLY COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

Pursuant to the Commission’s Notice in this proceeding,’ AT&T submits these reply
comments in support of its Petition requesting that the Commission promptly initiate a
rulemaking to reform regulation of price cap incumbent local exchange carrier (“ILEC”) rates for

interstate special access services.

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

If the Bell Operating Companies are to be believed, special access markets are the most
peculiar of markets. As these markets become fiercely competitive, the incumbent providers’
prices rise, even as their costs rapidly decline. Competition brings the incumbents higher profits
and no pressure to match competitors’ offers. Customers with real alternatives not only line up

to pay the incumbents more, but merrily sign away all future rights to buy from others. In other

! See Public Notice, DA 02-2913 (released October 29, 2002); see also Public Notice, DA 02-
3393 (released December 9, 2002) (granting extension of time for reply comments).



words, these are markets in which competitors are not merely to be tolerated, but affirmatively
recruited.

In the real world, however, up is not down, and smoke does mean fire. The inconvenient
fact that special access markets exhibit all of the recognized hallmarks of unconstrained market
power cannot therefore, as the Bells urge, be dismissed as coincidence. And no amount of Bell
table pounding that we are awash in competitive carriers and fiber can change the unfortunate
reality that actual marketplace conditions are quite different from the Bells’ representations and,
more importantly, from the marketplace conditions that the Bells predicted and the Commission
endorsed as the foundation for special access rate deregulation.

In 1999, the Commission endorsed the prediction that a Bell’s satisfaction in an MSA of
the collocation-based triggers for complete Phase II relief from price cap regulation would signal

that “almost all special access customers” in that MSA “have a competitive alternative.”

Today,
we know better: purchasers of special access services have facilities-based alternatives to fewer
than one in ten buildings, even in MSAs in which Phase II deregulation was granted nearly two
years ago. And special access purchasers almost never have alternatives to the DS-1 circuits that
account for the bulk of the Bells’” special access revenues. The Commission expected that
competing special access providers would continue to rely upon the Bells’ facilities only “on a
transitional basis” while each such carrier raced “to extend its own facilities to reach its

3

customers.”” But the bubble that provoked such optimism has burst, and it is now clear that

competitors are not extending their own facilities to the vast majority of buildings, and cannot

> Access Charge Reform, et al., Fifth Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, 14 FCC Rcd. 14221, 9 142 (1999) (“Pricing Flexibility Order”) (emphasis added).

3 Id. 9 158.



economically do so, particularly with respect to the critically important DS-level channel
termination facilities between customers’ premises and Bell central offices.

As the Bells’ own economists recognize, “[w]hat matters for CLECs and IXCs is that
they have economically realistic alternatives to RBOC special access facilities,™ and there is
now overwhelming evidence that the hoped-for alternatives that were the underpinning for
special access rate deregulation simply have not materialized. The Bells stir up a great deal of
dust in their comments and unsworn special access “fact” report, but the highly aggregated
national revenues, “fiber-miles” and other figures that they throw around are both entirely
irrelevant to the local market power questions at hand, and, as demonstrated below and in the
attached declarations, shockingly inaccurate. Although the Bells obviously know where they
face competition and where they do not, they offer no data to rebut their special access
customers’ detailed showings that, with relatively few exceptions (and most of those among the
small minority of buildings that can support OC-level optical fiber facilities), the facilities-based
alternatives that the Commission expected and relied upon simply do not exist.

The Bells do offer plenty of contrary rhetoric, but it founders on their own well-
documented behavior. Special access rate deregulation was justified on the need to reduce prices
to meet competition and the promise that rate deregulation would produce lower rates for special
access customers. The theory was that competitive pressure would force the Bells to meet
competitors’ prices and other terms and to negotiate contracts tailored to customers’ individual

needs.” But the Bells’ real world practices confirm that, whatever the Commission might

* Kahn/Taylor Decl. at 20.

> MCI WorldCom, Inc. v. FCC, Nos. 99-1395, Brief of Respondents FCC, at 17 (filed July 2000)
(“The Commission established predictive rules,” determining “that collocation could serve as a
proxy for measuring competitive pressure on the ILEC”).



reasonably have anticipated in 1999, the Bells, in fact, feel no such competitive pressures. No
Bell has reduced any special access rate to meet competition on any point-to-point route,
notwithstanding that CLECs are offering very substantial discounts off the corresponding Bell
rates on the small minority of routes where CLECs have bypassed the Bells’ facilities. On the
few DS-level routes where there is real competition among multiple facilities-based entrants, for
example, competing carriers’ rates are often less than half the corresponding Bell rates. Rather
than meet the competition on these routes, however, the Bells have simply ceded them and
maintained or raised their already supracompetitive rates throughout the MSA. The monopoly
profits on the vast majority of routes where the Bells’ face no competition more than make up for
business lost by failing to meet competition where it exists (and the Bells can even hold their
own even on competitive routes through anticompetitive optional pricing plan terms that lock out
competitors and through price discrimination implemented through changes to rate structure).

Verizon, BellSouth and Qwest have raised DS-level rates in every single one of their
Phase II MSAs. These rate increases are far too large and one-sided to chalk up to “rate
rebalancing” — the Bells have increased DS-level channel termination rates as much as 70%.
And, as IXC, CLEC, wireless, and broadband special access customers have all documented, the
Bells refuse even to engage in serious negotiations over their special access rates. These are
damning facts that can only be explained by the abuse of enduring market power.

Recognizing as much, the Bells insist that their special access revenues have actually
declined on a per line basis. Upon examination, however, the Bells’ per line data only further
confirm that their special access rates are patently unjust and unreasonable. The Bells use
averages to conceal the fact that truly insignificant per line rate declines from 1997 to 2000

(some of which are largely attributable to X-Factor reductions and other regulation that pricing



flexibility has allowed the Bells to escape) abruptly switched to per line rate increases in 2001.
That, of course, is when the Commission began granting Phase II deregulation and the Bells
responded with steep rate increases on the DS-level services for which they face no meaningful
competition. More importantly, the same Bell data reveal enormous declines in the Bells’ per
line costs of providing special access — whether measured by expenses or investment, the per line
costs the Bells reported in 2001 are barely Aalf the levels reported in 1997. Thus, even if the
Bells’ false claims that their per line special access revenues are declining a percent or two a year
could be credited, that could only confirm market power and unjust rates, given that costs are
declining 10 to 20 times faster.

But the evidence that the Bells are not experiencing the competitive pressures upon
which rate deregulation was justified extends well beyond the Bells’ unambiguously
anticompetitive pricing behavior. The Bells also refuse to provide the same service quality
guarantees that competing carriers routinely offer. And but for recent Commission intervention,
the Bells would have succeeded in demanding literally hundreds of millions of dollars in bogus
“security deposits” from captive special access customers. In rejecting these latter proposals, the
Commission expressed “serious concerns” that they would be “used against customers in a

. . 6
discriminatory manner.”

Those are, indeed, serious concerns, because the normal competitive
market response of customers faced with such unreasonable demands — i.e., to say “no thanks”
and switch suppliers — is rarely available to special access purchasers.

And then there are the Bells’ truly extraordinary special access profits. The Bells do not

deny that sustained supracompetitive profits are a universally-accepted indicator of

® Verizon Petition for Emergency Declaratory and Other Relief, WC Docket No. 02-202, Policy
Statement, 4 14 (released December 23, 2002).



unconstrained market power or that the Commission and the courts have consistently ruled that
rates that allow a Title II carrier to earn “creamy returns” are necessarily unjust and
unreasonable. Instead, the Bells claim that the ARMIS-based returns that they resolutely
defended as accurate measures of profitability when they supported rate increases (through “low-
end” adjustments to price caps) have suddenly become meaningless now that they demonstrate
the need for rate decreases. After complaining for years that historical ARMIS costs are the best
measure of their actual costs of providing service, the Bells now contend (in this context only)
that forward-looking economic cost-based measures of profitability are preferable. But that
merely establishes that the Bells’ enormously high ARMIS-based returns are wunderstated,
because returns based upon forward-looking costs are uniformly higher — even if the Bells’ own
inflated estimates of forward-looking costs are used. The Bells also suggest (but make no effort
to demonstrate) that separation and allocation mismatches have made a hash of their category-
specific ARMIS-based returns. In fact, as detailed below and in the attached declarations, none
of the supposed errors the Bells identify has any material impact on the return calculations. This
is not a close case upon which reasonable minds could differ. The Bells returns’ are many times
competitive market levels under any conceivable measure of costs, which explains why the Bells
offer no competing return calculations.

In short, it is now all too clear that earlier predictions were wrong and that the existing
market-based regulatory regime is not up to the task of ensuring that the Bells’ special access
rates are just and reasonable. It is equally clear that the Commission has a legal obligation
promptly to remedy this problem.

The Bells suggest that the D.C. Circuit’s decision affirming the 1999 Pricing Flexibility

Order gives the Commission carte blanche to pretend that all is well. But, in a string of



consistent decisions that the Bells refuse even to address, that court has repeatedly stressed that
precisely the opposite is true. As the court has cautioned, “[tlhe Commission’s necessarily wide
latitude to make policy based upon predictive judgments deriving from its general expertise
implies a correlative duty to evaluate its policies over time to ascertain whether they work — that
is, whether they actually produce the benefits the Commission originally predicted they would.””
Thus, the Commission would be obligated to assess whether competitive pressures have proven
an effective substitute for regulation even in the absence of AT&T’s Petition. Now that the
Commission has been presented with uncontraverted evidence that deregulation of the Bells’
special access rates has not produced any of the predicted benefits and is, in fact, causing great
harm to consumers and competition, the duty to act cannot conceivably be denied.

Indeed, the D.C. Circuit has specifically “emphasize[d] the need for the Commission to
vigilantly monitor the consequences of its rate regulation rules” where, as here, “the Commission
itself has recognized the tentative nature of its predictive judgments.” The predicted
competitive pressures that were the only justification (and remain the only possible justification)
for special access rate deregulation do not exist, and the Commission must initiate a rulemaking
proceeding to determine what steps are necessary to remedy the problem. This is no longer a
discretionary matter. As for the Bells’ cries that they need their monopoly special access profits
to finance unspecified “broadband” investments, it suffices to note that there is no “we have big
plans for the money” exception to the requirement of just and reasonable rates.

Nor can there be any remaining doubt that this is a matter that warrants the Commission’s

immediate attention. There is no bigger scam being perpetrated under this Commission’s watch

7 Bechtel v. FCC, 957 F.2d 873, 881 (D.C. Cir. 1992) (emphasis added).
8 ACLU v. FCC, 823 F.2d 1554, 1565 (D.C. Cir. 1987).



— the Bells are stealing literally billions of dollars from their captive special access customers.
Indeed, in just the 100 days since AT&T filed its Petition, the Bells have earned well over one
billion dollars more than they would have earned if their returns were held to 11.25%. And the
situation can only deteriorate as price cap regulation of the remaining MSAs is lifted and the
Bells respond with additional rate increases. For a Commission that prides itself on enforcement,
this unprecedented failure to enforce the Act’s most basic requirement of just and reasonable
rates should be intolerable.

Moreover, as the entire spectrum of carrier and end user customers of special access
explain, the Bells’ grossly excessive special access rates have extraordinarily far-reaching
anticompetitive consequences. Special access is a critical input to all suppliers of wireless,
broadband, and long distance services (and, because of the use and commingling restrictions,
suppliers of local services as well). The Bells’ inflated special access rates therefore not only
increase the rates that end users must pay for all of these services, but give the Bells’ wireless,
broadband, and long distance affiliates an artificial competitive advantage. Swift action to
constrain special access rates to just and reasonable levels will, accordingly, bring direct and
very substantial benefits to consumers and competition in all communications markets.

Finally, because the need for rate reductions and reform is so clear and the harm caused
by the existing rules (or lack thereof) so great, the Commission should also enter appropriate
interim relief. The Commission should begin by repealing the rules of its own creation that
prevent the competitive pressures upon which rate deregulation was based — i.e., the
anticompetitive use and commingling restrictions that prevent special access customers from

substituting network elements for overpriced special access services.



The Commission should also provide interim relief with respect to the special access
rates themselves. The Bells claim that the Commission is powerless to do so, but that is plainly
wrong. There can be no serious legal objection to a moratorium on additional rate deregulation —
an agency has great discretion to place interim “freezes” on its programs while “evaluat[ing]
whether the programs actually [are] achieving — rather than frustrating — the[ir] purpose[s].”
Nor is there any Section 205 procedural bar to, as an interim measure, subjecting Phase II special
access services to price cap regulation designed to produce more reasonable returns. It has been
settled for more than a decade that changes to price cap rules are not rate prescriptions at all,
because those rules only establish “safe harbors” of presumptively lawful rates,'® and the notice
and comment provided in the proceeding would, in any event, satisfy the Section 205
requirements. Moreover, labeling interim constraints on special access charges a “prescription”
would necessarily be a “gross mischaracterization” so long as those charges were subject to
adjustment following final Commission rate determinations."’ The interim relief requested here
also has the advantage of consistency with the reasoning that produced the Pricing Flexibility
Order. There, the Commission expressly recognized that rate deregulation could be appropriate
only in areas in which almost all special access customers have alternative suppliers. The
requested interim rate relief will merely ensure that rates are constrained where such competitive

pressures do not exist. Where competition is, in fact, driving prices down, the Bells will retain

downward flexibility to respond and price caps should be no constraint at all.

? Western Coal Traffic League v. Surface Transportation Board, 216 F.3d 1168, 1173-74 (D.C.
Cir. 2000).

10 See, e.g., Policy and Rules Concerning Rates for Dominant Carriers, Report and Order, 4 FCC
Red. 2873 9 894-95 (1989).

" Lincoln Tel. & Tel. v. FCC, 659 F.2d 1092, 1107 (D.C. Cir. 1981).



I. BY ANY MEASURE, THE BELLS HAVE, AND ARE ABUSING, MARKET
POWER OVER SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICES.

A. Special Access Purchasers Do Not Have The Competitive Alternatives Upon
Which Market-Based “Regulation” Of The Bells’ Special Access Rates Has
Been Based.

Reliance upon market forces to constrain the Bells’ special access rates can make sense
only if those market forces actually exist — i.e., only if real world purchasers of special access
can turn to other suppliers if the Bells” demand supracompetitive rates. As Drs. Kahn and Taylor
concede, “[w]hat matters for CLECs and IXCs is that they have economically realistic
alternatives to RBOC special access facilities.”"?

And, as the Bells misleading submissions confirm, a fair amount of precision in defining
relevant markets is important here. First of all, these are point-to-point markets'® — the fact that a
competing carrier has facilities to one building is no comfort to a special access purchaser
seeking to serve a customer in another building.

Equally important, special access consists of three major components — entrance
facilities, interoffice transport, and channel terminations — and the economics of building

alternatives to these three components differ markedly. Most competitors’ facilities are entrance

facilities; competitors often do not have enough traffic to justify the much higher cost of building

12 Kahn/Taylor Decl. at 20.

> The Commission has repeatedly recognized that markets for exchange access are “point-to-
point markets” or markets of “discrete local areas.” See MCI-WorldCom Merger Order, 13 FCC
Red. 18025, 9 166 (1998); LEC Regulatory Treatment Order, 12 FCC Rcd. 15756, § 67; Bell
Atlantic-NYNEX Merger Order, 12 FCC Red. 19985, 99 54-56 (1997). Indeed, Dr. Taylor has in
this very context acknowledged that “the services in question are point-to-point connections, and
a point-to-point connection cannot be transported from other parts of the region.” Affidavit of
Karl McDermott and William E. Taylor, CC Docket No. 99-24, at 6-7 (filed Jan. 20, 1999). See
also Ordover/Willig Reply Decl. q 18.

10



interoffice transport, and competitors build channel termination facilities only to the very small
subset of buildings that have enormous demand." Because deployment of alternative channel
terminations is almost never cost-justified, the fact that competitors may have deployed
alternative transport (in a “fiber-based collocation”) has no bearing on whether there is any
competition for channel terminations or whether deregulation of channel termination rates is
warranted. Moreover, as long as the Bell has a monopoly in one component — and the Bell
almost always has a monopoly over at least the channel termination link — the Bell can extract
monopoly profits in the absence of regulation.'

For similar reasons, the economics of serving higher capacity lines and lower capacity
lines also differ markedly. Because competitors can economically build only to buildings with
very high demand, most facilities-based alternatives are used to provide service at the OC level.
Competitors are usually not in a position to provide a facilities-based alternative to the Bell for
DS3 level services, and competitors almost never provide alternatives for customers served at the
DSI level. Thus, the fact that competing providers have made significant inroads in deploying
the highest capacity OC-level transport facilities, for example, does not respond at all to the
relevant showings that special access purchasers generally have no alternative suppliers for the
bread and butter DS-level services they need to serve the vast majority of buildings that cannot
support OC-level connections.

In both the Pricing Flexibility Order and prior orders relaxing special access rate
regulation, the Commission assumed and predicted that alternative suppliers would be available

across the board to those unhappy with the Bells’ prices. For example, in the Pricing Flexibility

' E.g., Pricing Flexibility Order 1 81, 102.
1> Ordover/Willig Reply Decl. 9 22.
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Order, the Commission explained that its collocation triggers were intended to “ensure that
competitors have established significant market presence, i.e., that competition for a particular
service within the MSA is sufficient to preclude the incumbent from exploiting any monopoly
power over a sustained period,”'® which the Commission recognized would require that “almost
all special access customers have a competitive alternative.”"’

The Commission recognized in 1999 that in the real world, special access purchasers
often did not, in fact, have competitive alternatives for channel terminations, but predicted, based
upon the prevalence of collocation, that that would change quickly: “Despite the shortcomings
of using collocation to measure competition for channel terminations, moreover, it seems likely
that a new market entrant would provide channel terminations through collocation and leased
LEC facilities only on a transitional basis and will eventually extend its own facilities to reach its
customers.”"®

It is now clear that this prediction has not and will not come true. Indeed, the
commenters now essentially agree on the central point: CLECs have built their own facilities to
only a very small fraction of the buildings served by special access. Verizon repeats its claim
that CLECs serve 330,000 buildings, but it acknowledges that this estimate includes buildings

served using JLEC facilities."” Verizon then states that “CLECs have estimated that the number

of unique office buildings served entirely by their fiber networks (i.e., ‘on-net’ buildings) is

' Pricing Flexibility Order § 141.
7 Id. 9 142 (emphasis added).
8 1d. 9 104.

1% See Verizon, Attachment 1 at 13. The 330,000 figure is itself highly dubious. See Selwyn
Decl. q 46.
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roughly 30,000 nationwide. That is consistent with estimates given by other parties in this
proceeding.”’ And it is also consistent with AT&T’s demonstration that it is able to use either its
own or a CLEC’s facilities in only about five percent of the buildings in which it provides special
access.”> Given that 30,000 buildings represents a tiny fraction of the total number of
commercial buildings in the United States,” the record unequivocally establishes that there are
CLEC alternatives in only a tiny percentage of cases.

The Bells do not dispute this conclusion; rather, they argue that only a small number of
buildings really matter for the special access purposes.”* That is not the case. AT&T provides
special access based service to 186,135 buildings nationwide, but it serves only 6,727 (or 3.6%)
of those buildings with its own facilities, and those buildings account for only about 20% of its
total DS1 equivalents.” In other words, even when AT&T’s self-supply is included, AT&T still
has no choice but to rely on the Bells for the vast majority of its fotal traffic.

More importantly, the DS1 equivalents that AT&T serves over its own or CLEC facilities
are overwhelmingly concentrated in services provided at the OCn level. In the vast majority of

buildings, however, AT&T provides only a DS0, DS1, or DS3 service — a level of traffic that

would not economically justify deploying facilities. Although AT&T uses its own or a CLEC’s

20 Verizon, Attachment 1 at 13.

*! See, e.g., Sprint at 4 (estimating that alternative vendors exist for 29,884 buildings nationwide,
although the vendor can serve the entire building in only 17,000).

*> AT&T Petition, Thomas Decl. 9 3; see also WorldCom at 8-9 (alternative available to only 11
percent of buildings served).

3 See Selwyn 9 18.
24 See, e. g., Verizon, Attachment 1 at 13.

> See Selwyn Decl. 1 9 & Table 6. Since filing its Petition, AT&T has established a precise

count of the buildings it serves through its own facilities, which are presented in the Selwyn
(continued. . .)
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facilities to offer a substantial percentage of its OCn services, AT&T relies upon the Bells for
over 93% of its DS1 equivalents provided as DSI1 services, and has no choice but to do so,
because the vast majority of buildings served at the DS1 level are served only by the incumbents’
facilities.

This is as true of Phase II pricing flexibility MSAs as it is of those that remain subject to
price caps. Even in MSAs where the Bells have Phase II relief for both transport and channel
terminations, AT&T has no competitive alternative in 93.8% of the locations it serves.”® And
even in the largest and densest cities with the most competitive entry, the Bell is still the only
facilities-based option available in the vast majority of buildings. For example, in New York
city, which is unquestionably the most competitive market in the nation, Verizon is the only
facilities-based option to 85.9% of the buildings AT&T serves.”’ The same is true in such cities
as Los Angeles (95.4%), Chicago (94.0%), and Boston (86.5%).28

These figures are consistent with those provided by the other commenters. Despite an
aggressive program to purchase special access from competitive carriers, “non-ILEC vendors
have accounted for only approximately 10% of Cable & Wireless’s new installations for the year
2002, down from approximately 13% in 2001.”*° “Sprint Long Distance . . . continues to rely

upon the ILECs for approximately 93% of its total special access needs despite aggressive

Declaration. Compare AT&T Petition, Thomas Decl. (stating that, as of March 2002, AT&T
served approximately 6,000 buildings with its own facilities).

2% See Selwyn Decl. 9 19 & Table 7. This is remarkably consistent across al/l MSAs. In MSAs
where Bells have received Phase II relief for transport only, AT&T has no competitive
alternative in 95.5% of the locations it serves. /d. And in MSAs where the Bells have no Phase
I relief at all, AT&T has no competitive alternative in 97% of the locations it serves. /d.

*7 See Selwyn Decl. 20 & Table 8.
B 1d
2% Cable & Wireless at 13.

14



3 n short, in

attempts to self-supply and switch to CLEC-provided facilities wherever feasible.
the vast majority of buildings — which represent the substantial majority of overall access
expenses — there is simply no alternative to the Bells.

In this regard, the Bells’ oft-repeated citation to Mr. Dorman’s statement that AT&T self-
supplies 20% of its DS1 equivalents does not show that AT&T or any other special access
customer generally has alternatives to the Bells. As an initial matter, it is hard to see how this
figure helps the Bells as it shows that AT&T, which has perhaps the largest competitive network,
is only able to build its own facilities to serve a small fraction of its overall access needs.
Moreover, the 20 percent figure is overwhelmingly comprised of fiber optic facilities used to
provide OCn level service. Because all high-capacity OCn services convert to a large number of
DS1 equivalents, presenting data on the basis of DS1 equivalents will necessarily overstate the
scope of competition. For example, the smallest OCn service, OC3, equates to 72 DSI
equivalents. Accordingly, if a CLEC self-deployed an OC3 to one building but leased 72 DS1s
from the Bells to 72 separate buildings, looking at the data on a DS1 equivalent basis would
show that the competitive carrier self-provided “50 percent” of its special access, when in reality
it relies on the Bell for its special access connections to virtually all buildings.®’ And that is the
case for AT&T. Although AT&T has generally been able to self-deploy facilities to the small
number of buildings that generate enormous levels of demand and can justify a dedicated fiber

facility, AT&T remains critically dependent upon the Bells for the lion’s share of its special

access needs, including virtually all of its DS1 purchases and the majority of its DS3 purchases.

3% Sprint at 3.

3! In addition, estimates of CLEC DS1 equivalents tend to overstate the amount of actual services
provided, because CLECs typically deploy higher capacity fiber facilities that are only partially
filled. Indeed, a CLEC will often build a fiber loop even if will be only half filled.
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Moreover, there can be no credible claim that new facilities-based alternatives are just
over the horizon — particularly now that capital markets have effectively closed to competitive
carriers. As AT&T has shown previously, the Bells enjoy enormous economies of scale and
scope in the transport and loop facilities used to provide special access, and as a result the Bells

32 For these reasons, CLECs can economically

have far lower costs per unit than the CLECs.
build facilities to a building only when the building has very high demand.”> And even when
sufficient demand exists, CLECs are often unable to obtain the necessary rights-of-way in a
reasonable time period or at reasonable costs.** As Professors Ordover and Willig explain, these
economic realities mean that the Commission can expect very little bypass for the countless
small and medium sized businesses that require connections at the DS3 level and below, which
constitute the majority of the special access market both by locations and by Bell revenues.”

The Bells do not even attempt to controvert these hard data or the economic analysis
showing why self-supply cannot be expected to serve other than the highest volume customers.
Indeed, although the Bells know where they face competition and where they do not, they
provide no statistics at all about the number of buildings in which they face facilities-based
competition.

The Bells instead submit an unsworn “report” prepared by their lawyers that compiles

meaningless national statistics taken from a hodgepodge of public sources. The Bells claim that

their “fact” report establishes that competitive carriers have captured over 30% of special access

32 See AT&T Petition at 28-32; AT&T Triennial Review Reply Comments at 167-77, 244-57.

3 Letter from Joan Marsh (AT&T) to Marlene Dortch (FCC), CC Docket No. 01-338,
Attachment B (November 25, 2002).

3 AT&T Triennial Review Reply Comments at 174-77.
3% Ordover/Willig Reply Decl. § 27.
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revenues; that competitive carriers have deployed hundreds of thousands of miles of “local”
fiber; and that a vibrant market for wholesale dark fiber has emerged.

These data — even if they had any basis in fact — are simply irrelevant. Highly aggregated
national estimates of fiber and revenues are of no help at all in answering the relevant questions:
To what extent do special access purchasers at each level (e.g., DS1, DS3, OC3, etc.) actually
have facilities-based alternatives to the Bells and whether that level of competition is enough to
constrain the Bells’ market power.® In particular, the Bells’ data simply ignore the critical
distinctions between OC-level facilities, for which meaningful competition exists on some routes
and self-deployment can be an economic alternative, and DS-level facilities for which facilities-
based alternatives rarely exist and cannot be economically deployed. This is critically important
because DS-level transport constitutes the special access facilities needed to serve the vast
majority of buildings.”’ In addition to aggregating all capabilities of special access circuits, the
Bell data also hopelessly aggregates channel terminations and transport, a meaningless jumble
that provide no information at all about the extent of actual bypass of the Bells’ facilities. As
Professor Ordover and Willig explain,

The Commission’s pricing flexibility rules deregulate both the Bells’ transport

and channel termination charges. Both inputs are necessary in order to provide

special access to customers’ premises. Even if there is competition in the

provision of transport, to the extent that Bells control any bottleneck input
necessary for special access, such as channel terminations, they can still earn
monopoly rents on these bottleneck facilities. Thus, in assessing the existence of

Bell market power, it is critical to determine whether carriers are able to obtain all

of the last mile inputs necessary to provide finished services to end-user
customers from alternatives other than the Bells.*®

3% Ordover/Willig Decl. 99 19-22.
37 1d. 99 29-30.
¥ 1d. 922,
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In all events, the Bells’ “fact report” is riddled with errors. The “fact report” is trapped in
a time warp. It springs from the “bubble” era where CLEC double-digit growth was presumed,
where plans were accepted as fact, and where press releases and analyst statements were taken at
face value. Of course, the bubble popped some time ago, nowhere more dramatically than for
the CLEC sector under consideration, and the hype of 2000 cannot be taken as “evidence” in
assessing today’s competitive conditions.

Instead, CLECs’ special access revenues are often in decline. Most large special access
providers face the crippling uncertainties of bankruptcy. For all but a few competitors, capital
markets barely support the funding needed for current operations, much less the expansive plans
of another era.”

Bubble-era hype permeates the “fact report.” For crucial evidence regarding CLEC
network coverage, Verizon relies on announcements of “planned” or “intended” network rollout
announced in 2000.*° Tt cites Jack Grubman, the analyst who has come to symbolize the

overstatement of the bubble era, to establish the robustness of the now-crippled “wholesale fiber”

* For example, the fact report’s claim that competitive carriers have over 30 percent of the
special access market is based on gimmicks. The report relies on projections based on a “trend”
derived from the NPRG analysis, but the most recent, 17" edition of the NPRG report (which the
Bells ignore) anticipates much lower growth. Further, when verified Commission data are
substituted for the fact report’s speculations, the result is that competitive carriers account for
only about 20 percent. And even this figure is grossly overstated for present purposes because
that CLEC total is mostly revenues derived from resold Bell special access services. See Selwyn
Decl. 9 38-42.

* Even the fact report’s estimates of existing local fiber are wildly inflated. For example,
Verizon claims that competitive carriers operate 184,000 route miles of fiber, the majority of
which is local, but Verizon never explains how this figure was derived other than to say it is
based on “public reports.” In fact, most competitive carriers do not publicly state how much of
their fiber is local (as Verizon concedes), and those that do make clear that the minority of their
fiber deployment is local. For example, McLeodUSA, XO and Adelphia — which operate three
of the largest competitive carrier networks — have deployed nearly 70,000 route miles of fiber,
but only 19,000 miles — or 27 percent — are claimed to be “local.” See Selwyn Decl. § 50-51.
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sector, with its promises of “an avalanche of metro capacity being deployed” but, alas, few
services or revenues.’' It credits as meaningful the announcement of a single “40.8 million
round of equity financing,” as though proof that the capital markets have not completely closed
for CLECs in this sector could support the conclusion that facilities investment and special
access competition are booming.** Tt cites a “web-based trading pit for metropolitan fiber” for its
assertions regarding the robustness and scope of fiber wholesalers — but that web-based service
has discontinued its locator service and contains no postings for the sale of under-deployed
fiber.* And throughout its analysis, it relies almost entirely on superceded publications from the
New Paradigm Resources Group, an organization which, like the Monty Python shopkeeper
trying to sell the dead parrot that is “just sleeping,” views bankruptcy as just a normal business
condition that has the advantage of reducing interest expenses. See NRPG (“Chapter 11
Bankruptcy: A Hindrance or a Benefit?”).

In short, the relevant question is the one the Commission posed in the Pricing Flexibility
Order — i.e., whether “almost all special access customers have a competitive alternative.”** The
Commission predicted that, under certain circumstances embodied in the collocation “triggers,”

such alternatives would exist. There is now overwhelming and uncontraverted evidence that this

*1 Of the nine companies Verizon cites as wholesale local fiber suppliers, three have filed for
Chapter 11 bankruptcy, and several others are struggling. Others so far have deployed dark fiber
in only a handful of smaller markets. Forecasts for the future are equally dim, and analysts now
expect industry revenues to continue their recent decline for at least for the next two years. For
these reasons, both analysts — and, elsewhere, witnesses for the Bells’ themselves — have
questioned whether the wholesale dark fiber market is even a potentially viable market. See
Selwyn Decl. 9 52-57.

2 See Selwyn Decl. 4 33.
“Id.
* Pricing Flexibility Order Y 104.
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prediction was wrong. And without alternatives, IXCs, CMRS providers and other carriers have
no choice but to pay the Bells’ now unregulated monopoly charges for special access services.

B. The Bells’ Actual Marketplace Behavior Confirms Their Unconstrained
Market Power And The Necessity Of More Stringent Rate Regulation.

Although the new evidence that mere collocation has not, in fact, signaled, and cannot be
counted upon to produce, real facilities-based alternatives is reason enough to mandate
immediate Commission rate regulation reforms, the Bells’ own behavior starkly confirms that
market forces and competitive pressures are not, as the Commission predicted, constraining the
Bells’ prices.

1. The Bells Have Not, As Promised And Predicted, Reduced Rates To
Respond To Competition.

The relevant facts are not in dispute. Prior to the Pricing Flexibility Order, the Bells
claimed that they needed substantial deregulation of special access rates in order to meet
competition from CLECs. The Bells complained that CLECs were winning customers by
offering lower rates for special access services, and that the Commission’s price cap rules, which
required geographically averaged rates, prevented the Bells from matching the CLECs’ rates and
responding to this competition. Indeed, the Bells told the D.C. Circuit that unless they were
given the flexibility to “reduce their rates in lower-cost areas and offer the same volume and
term discounts as their competitors,” they would suffer “truly irreparable losses” in the form of
business lost to competitors.*> The Bells told the Court that, without such pricing flexibility, “the

public” would be deprived of the “benefits of more vigorous competition.”*®

S MCI WorldCom Inc. v. FCC, Nos. 99-1395 et al., Brief of Intervenors BellSouth, SBC,
Verizon, and Qwest in Support of FCC, at 11 (filed August 4, 2000) (emphasis added).

414
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The Commission accepted these Bell representations. When it adopted the Pricing
Flexibility Order, the Commission explained its belief that requiring the Bells to charge
geographically averaged rates throughout a study area “forced [them] to price above cost in the
high-traffic, lower-cost areas where competition is more likely to develop.”*’ The Commission
expressed its concern that such restrictions created a “pricing umbrella for competitors.”48 Based
on those assumptions, the Commission gave the Bells what they wanted: upon the satisfaction of
certain “triggers,” the Commission would eliminate price cap regulation and give the Bells
unfettered ability to enter into contract tariffs and to offer term and volume discounts. In taking
these steps, the Commission expressly stated its expectation that the Bells would use that pricing
freedom to reduce special access rates in lower-cost areas, to match the lower rates charged by
CLECs.” Indeed, this was the principal purpose, and the central prediction, underlying the
entire Pricing Flexibility Order — that regulatory freedom would allow the Bells to lower their
rates as a response to competition.

The Commission now has more than two years of experience with pricing flexibility, and
the Bells’ claims have been exposed as a fraud. The indisputable fact is that the Bells have not
used pricing flexibility to meet competition. The Bells have not lowered their rates in lower cost
areas (or anywhere), nor have they matched the lower rates offered by CLECs. Rather, pricing

flexibility has allowed the Bells to avoid the hundreds of millions of dollars of X-Factor

* Pricing Flexibility Order 9 20 (emphasis added).

* Jd. 9 60. In that regard, Verizon’s assertion (at 31) that special access rate reductions may
harm facilities-based competitors such as Time Warner Telecom is meritless, especially
considering that the entire point of the Pricing Flexibility Order was to permit the Bells to
collapse the price umbrella and match the rates of those very providers. Perpetuation of the
pricing flexibility regime therefore cannot be justified on the grounds that it has failed to achieve
that goal.

¥ E.g., Pricing Flexibility Order 9 154.
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reductions that would otherwise have applied — with the anomalous result that rates in Phase II
pricing flexibility areas are now higher than rates in price capped areas — and it has allowed
BellSouth, Verizon, and Qwest to raise rates in every MSA in which they have received Phase II
relief.”

None of the competitive responses the Commission expected have materialized. The
Pricing Flexibility Order has permitted the Bells to exercise unfettered monopoly power
especially with respect to DS1 and DS3 services. This is one of the most striking flaws of
current rate regulation — all special access services in Phase II areas are rate deregulated, even
though the competitive alternatives that exist are overwhelmingly concentrated in the small
minority of buildings served by OCn facilities.”'

The Bells have quickly taken advantage of this flaw in the regime. Shortly after
receiving Phase II pricing flexibility, BellSouth and Verizon increased their rates for DS1 service
throughout every Phase II MSA in their regions, even in the central business districts of large
cities such as New York, Boston, and Atlanta.’”® Two weeks after AT&T filed its Petition, Qwest
also raised its rates for DSI service in every Phase II MSA in its region.”® BellSouth has also

raised monthly rates for DS3 services in all of its Phase II MSAs throughout its region. The

>0 See Stith Reply Decl., Attachment.

°! See, e.g., WorldCom at 9 (“[i]t is not economically viable for CLECs to extend their fiber
networks to any of the hundreds of thousands of buildings that require only a single DS3 or a
handful of DS1s. Phase II relief is overbroad because it allows the ILECs to escape price cap
regulation for al/l channel termination services, even the lower capacity DS1 and DS3 circuits for
which CLEC alternatives do not exist today and are unlikely to exist in the future”).

52 As one example, BellSouth filed Transmittal No. 608, effective November 1, 2001, increasing
Special Access rates for DS3 and DS1 services in MSAs with Phase II pricing flexibility.

>3 Qwest Transmittal No. 145 (filed October 31, 2002).
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Bells are able to raise their rates for these services without fear of losing business, because there
simply are no alternatives to these lower end Bell special access services.

DS1 and DS3 services represent the bulk of the special access market. As noted above,
the vast majority of the buildings served by special access are served by either DS1 or DS3
services; only a small percentage of commercial buildings generate enough traffic to support
services at the OCn level. As a result, the bulk of the Bells’ special access revenues come from
DS1 and DS3 services.” Indeed, 65% of AT&T’s dedicated access expense is for DS1 and DS3
services. The fact that the Bells’ Phase II rates (both OPP and month-to-month) are higher than
their price capped rates is especially anomalous, because the Bells obviously have lower costs in
the larger, denser cities where they have received pricing flexibility than they do in the smaller
and less densely populated areas where their rates are still governed by price caps. Pricing
flexibility has resulted in the Bells charging higher rates in the areas where they have lower costs
— the exact opposite of what one would expect in a competitive market.

The Bells also have taken quick advantage of the Commission’s decision to deregulate
channel termination rates even though competitors rarely can deploy alternative channel
termination facilities. Verizon, for example, has increased its prices for channel terminations in
Phase II pricing areas virtually across-the-board.” As demonstrated in the attached declaration
of Mr. Selwyn (4 10, Table 4), the channel termination portion of the total price for a single 10-

mile two-ended DS-3 access circuit increased by 36%, while the transport component remained

>* Although the Bells do not report revenues by service in ARMIS, their TRP filings provide a
breakdown of price-capped revenues for various categories of services. For example, SBC
Ameritech’s most recent TRP shows that, out of a total $601.9 million in special access
revenues, DS1 services account for $363 million, as compared with $122.9 million for the DS3
category (which would for reporting purposes include all DS3 as well as OCn services).

> See Selwyn Decl. q 10.
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unchanged. For DS-1 circuits, Verizon increased channel terminations in some Phase II areas by
as much as 24%, while increasing transport by only 4%.

Such rate increases have resulted in stark differences between Phase II areas and price-
capped areas. For example, while Verizon South’s DS3 entrance facility rates in Phase II areas
are 13% higher than those in price-capped areas, Verizon South’s DS3 channel termination rates
in Phase II areas are 7/% higher than in price capped areas (ranging from $1,210 to $1,331
higher).”” Indeed, Verizon South’s DS3 channel termination rates in density zone 1 of the most
competitive MSAs in its region are $2,911.37, as compared with $1,700.96 in price-capped
areas.”® These rate differences can be explained only by the exercise of monopoly power.

Even where the Bells do face some competition — i.e., for OCn services — they have not
reduced rates to meet competition. To the contrary, rates for OCn services in Phase II MSAs are
generally the same as, and in some instances greater than, the rates for the same services in price
capped areas.”® More importantly, however, CLECs’ rates for OCn services remain far lower
than the Bells’ OCn rates in virtually all instances. Thus, even in this context, the Bells have
made no attempt to meet competition with price reductions.®’

Although the Bells’ principal argument for pricing flexibility was the need to be able to
lower prices to customers that were beginning to enjoy competitive alternatives, the Bells have

made virtually no attempt to meet such competition by entering into individualized contract

tariffs. For example, BellSouth admits (at 11) that it has entered into contract tariffs in its region

*1d.

>7 See Selwyn 99 9-10 & Table 3.

8 See id

> Stith Reply Decl., Attachment.

% Ordover/Willig Reply Decl. 4 37.
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that provide discounts of only $9.5 million in fotal. Similarly, Verizon has established only two
contract tariffs in its entire region, and the discounts provided in those tariffs do not even
compensate for the rate increases it has imposed since receiving Phase II relief.”’ Qwest has no
contract tariffs, and SBC’s contract tariff activity has been negligible.”> Moreover, many of the
Bells’ contract tariffs are limited geographically, and as a result there are numerous Phase II

MSAs in which there is no contract tariff offering at all.®’

The Bells have barely attempted to
reduce their rates even by these means that they claimed as the raison d’etre of pricing
flexibility. And the Bells rebuff all attempts to negotiate any other arrangement.**

The only “competitive response” identified by the Bells is the availability of OPP tariffs.
In fact, however, those contracts of adhesion (which were authorized and existed before pricing
flexibility) only provide further proof of the Bells’ enduring market power. As AT&T

demonstrated, the Bells have raised or maintained their OPP rates just as they have their month-

to-month rates; they have not reduced those rates to match CLEC offers. And the Bells’ OPP

o1 Selwyn Decl. 9 12-13. Both of these contracts are with AT&T, the largest special access
purchaser, but it appears that no other carrier has been able to negotiate any such arrangement
with Verizon.

62 Although SBC has entered into ten contract tariffs, six of them are limited to term plans for
multiplexed DSO interoffice transport to DS1, with no price concession for any other service.
See Selwyn Decl. q 14.

63 See id. 9 15 & Table 5.

64 See, e.g., PacTec at 4 (“PacTec, despite frequent requests to the ILECs, has been unable to
benefit by any ‘flexibility’ ILECs are authorized to exercise in order to meet challenges by
asserted competitive special access providers”); AT&T Wireless at 6 (“AWS has been
unsuccessful in getting any of the BOCs to engage in serious contract negotiations in areas where
the BOC has obtained pricing flexibility”); Cable & Wireless at 15 (“[t]he BOCs, by contrast,
have generally refused to negotiate better deals with Cable & Wireless, despite persistent efforts
by Cable & Wireless™); Arch Wireless at 4; XO at 5.
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rates in Phase II areas are now almost always higher than OPP rates in non-Phase II areas, as
well as higher than CLEC rates.®

The Bells offer their special access customers two options, and two options only: they
can either pay grossly exorbitant month-to-month rates, or, if they qualify for the OPP plan, they
can obtain modest discounts that yield rates that are still far above CLEC rates. The OPP plans,
however, impose costs beyond their basic charge. The Bells’ OPPs require carriers to commit to
use the Bells for up to five years, and, in some cases, require that the Bell be the exclusive (or
near exclusive) special access provider for the carrier. As Professors Ordover and Willig
explain, such terms entrench the Bells’ dominance by making it difficult for competitive carriers
to gain the customer base that they need to deploy alternative facilities.®® Thus, to the extent
there has been increased use of OPPs by IXCs and other carriers, this is not because the Bells’
OPPs are competitively priced. Rather, the only way for carriers to mitigate the excessive
month-to-month rates charged by the Bells is to purchase special access out of the OPPs.?’

In short, there is no dispute that rates in every Phase II area for every service are now
almost always higher than they would have been under price caps. This is all the more troubling
because, as detailed below, these increases have occurred at a time when costs are rapidly
decreasing.

Although the Bells’ recent pricing behavior is perhaps the starkest confirmation of Bell
market power, the comments show that the Bells have manifested that power in myriad other

ways as well. Whereas CLECs have been willing to commit to performance guarantees, the

65 See Stith Reply Decl, Attachment.
% Ordover/Willig Reply Decl. g9 60-65.
7 1d. 4 62.

26



Bells have steadfastly refused even to negotiate on this subject.®® The result has been a decline
in the overall performance by the Bells, even as they have raised rates.”” In a competitive
market, of course, a company cannot prosper while simultaneously increasing prices and
decreasing quality.

Equally telling was the Bells’ recent attempt to demand hundreds of millions of dollars of
security deposits without regard to customers’ ability to pay. This attempt to boost already
bloated returns was foiled only by Commission intervention. The Commission found that the
Bells’ proposed tariffs were “not narrowly tailored to meet the incumbent LECs’ need for
additional protection against nonpayment without imposing undue burdens on access customers

. 0
in general.”’

Again, given that CLECs were not seeking to impose these onerous terms, if there
were broad-based bypass of incumbent facilities, as the Bells claim, the Bells would not even

have attempted such a gambit.

2. The Bells’ Attempts To Explain Away Their Rate Increases Are
Patently Meritless.

The Bells’ attempts to cloak their price increases in pro-competitive terms range from the
meritless to the ludicrous. The Bells’ principal defense is Kahn and Taylor’s claim that special

access revenue per line has actually declined on average between 1996 and 2001, on a DSO

68 See Performance Measures and Standards for Interstate Special Access Services, CC Docket
No. 01-321, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (rel. Nov. 19, 2001); id., Comments of AT&T, filed
January 22, 2002.

% Although Kahn and Taylor claim that the Bells’ performance has been improving, the true
picture is less sanguine. Kahn and Taylor’s conclusion is based on trouble reports per voice
grade equivalent line; when performance is measured based on trouble reports per order, the
Bells’ performance is much more varied, and indeed, when one removes Ameritech, average
performance has been steadily declining during the period 1998-2001. See Selwyn Decl. 9 79.

" Verizon Petition for Emergency Declaratory and Other Relief, WC Docket No. 02-202, Policy
Statement 9§ 6 (released December 23, 2002).
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equivalent basis.”' But Kahn and Taylor’s own data actually tell a quite different story. Revenue
per line did decline by an insignificant amount between 1997 and 2000 (although it actually
increased from 1996 to 1997), but these declines should not be surprising, because at that time,
the Bells were still governed by price caps and an X-Factor. Kahn and Taylor’s own data,
however, show that the Bells’ revenue per line increased from 2000 to 2001, which happens to
be the first year that any of the Bells received pricing flexibility.”> Kahn and Taylor hide this
inconvenient fact by burying it in a meaningless five-year average.”

Equally important, Kahn and Taylor focus on revenue per line on a DSO equivalent basis
and ignore its relationship to average “investment” and average “expense” per line during the
same period